
Special Projects Committee Report  1 

February 18, 2021 

 

A Report of the Special Projects Committee Meeting 

February 18, 2021 

 

 

A meeting of the Special Projects Committee was held on Thursday, February 18, 2021, at 10:30 

A.M. at the Authority’s Administrative Office in Conway, South Carolina. In accordance with the 

Freedom of Information Act, notices setting forth the date, time, and place of the meeting were 

mailed to the news media. 

 

Present was Committee Chairman Norfleet Jones and Committee Members Pam Creech and 

Michael Hughes. Other Board Members in attendance were Chairman Bo Ives and Board Members 

Sam Johnson and Carl Schwartzkopf.   

 

The following were also in attendance: Danny Knight, Executive Director; Esther Murphy, 

Director; Jan Bitting, Director; Mike Bessant, Director; and staff members Nannette Powell and 

Cecil Terry.  There were no members of the public or media in attendance. 

 

Committee Chairman Jones called the meeting to order and Mr. Hughes rendered the invocation. 

Ms. Creech led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance.  

 

Chairman Jones began the meeting by clarifying that even though Mr. Ives was listed as a 

Committee Member on the meeting notice, he was not a member of the Special Projects 

Committee.   

 

Committee Chairman Jones asked for any revisions to the Agenda as contained in the Meeting 

Packet. 

 

Mr. Hughes moved to approve the Agenda as presented.  There was a second by Ms. Creech 

and the Motion was carried. 

 

Chairman Jones then asked Mr. Knight to begin the meeting by reviewing the rules pertaining to 

Committee Meetings.  Mr. Knight indicated copies of the SWA Bylaws and Rules had been 

distributed to the Committee and then read Article 2-4.2 of the Rules, as follows: 

 

“Briefings, workshops and committee meetings shall be open to all Board Members and to the 

public; however, only those members assigned to the committee hosting a meeting shall be entitled 

to speak or otherwise participate at such meeting.”   

 

Mr. Knight indicated this same statement was reiterated in Article 7-4 of the Rules. 

 

Mr. Jones then asked Mr. Knight to proceed with the Agenda.  Mr. Knight asked Mrs. Powell to 

present the first item. 
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Work Force Groups – Mrs. Powell reviewed with the Board the various SWA work groups and 

the benefits associated with each.  The work groups included: full-time employees, part-time 

employees, temporary services, day laborers, temporary employees and the community service 

program.   

 

General discussion ensued regarding the temporary service employees that are utilized at the MRF 

and at the Landfill.  Mrs. Powell indicated that if the SWA were to hire 35 full time Tradesworkers 

it would require approximately $1.8 Million in funding, which would require a $7.30 per ton 

increase in tipping fees to cover the cost.   

 

Mr. Hughes questioned the $1.8 Million cost and indicated the numbers seem to be inflated.  He 

stated that he did not know if this was something the Board was considering; however, even if they 

were, he believed the SWA would probably not be hiring 35 employees at one time. Mr. Hughes 

asked how the figures were calculated.  Mrs. Powell stated the figure was based on the salary, 

benefits and other cost associated with hiring 35 employees.  

 

Mr. Hughes asked if the $1.8M included the reduction that would be achieved from no longer 

paying a temporary agency.  Mrs. Powell stated the figure only represented the cost of 35 full time 

employees and did not include any reductions.  Mr. Hughes stated the math did not add up and 

indicated the temporary services cost should be deducted.  Mrs. Bitting advised the $7.30 per ton 

was based on just the cost of employees and did not include the reduction for temporary services.  

Mrs. Powell commented Mrs. Bitting could calculate that and give it to the Committee if they 

desired.  Mr. Hughes stated if and when the Board was looking to make a change from temporary 

services to SWA employees he would like that detailed information. He did not believe that was 

currently being considered.   

 

General discussion ensued regarding the challenges faced in trying to fill positions and the use of 

temporary services.   Mr. Bessant indicated that he has asked temporary service employees to apply 

for job openings in the past; however, they most often decline.  He indicated many did not want 

the full-time position and preferred to continue to work for the temporary agency.  Conversation 

followed on the benefits of utilizing temporary services. Mr. Hughes asked that staff ensure that 

the temporary agencies are maintaining the proper insurances, i.e., workers compensation 

insurance.  Mrs. Powell assured the Committee that the SWA actively works to ensure workers 

compensation insurance is carried and active by requiring the certificate of insurance lists the SWA 

as an additional insured. 

 

Ms. Creech asked if staff had incorporated any of the hiring practices that were discussed at a 

convention several years ago.  Mr. Knight commented that staff had incorporated some of the 

guidelines into the hiring practices, such as more thorough pre-employment physicals.  Mrs. 

Powell advised the Committee that a couple of years ago the SWA began utilizing a company that 

conducts pre-employment physicals and fitness for duty physicals based on the job description of 

the employee.  

 

Chairman Jones asked staff to address the conversation regarding the consideration of a private 

company running the MRF.  Mr. Bessant advised the Committee that staff had looked into what it 
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would cost to have a private company manage the MRF.  He indicated that the current cost to 

operate the MRF was $84 per ton and said that Charleston County currently pays $91 per ton to 

operate their MRF, with Charleston County paying all maintenance costs.  Mr. Bessant stated it 

was staff’s opinion that it was most beneficial to the SWA to continue to manage/operate the MRF 

in-house. Mr. Hughes commented that he was not aware that the SWA was looking into contracting 

the MRF out.  Mr. Knight explained that a private company had contacted staff regarding 

managing the MRF.  Chairman Jones stated to his knowledge no one on the Board was interested 

in contracting the MRF out; however, he thought it was prudent to share this information with the 

group. Ms. Creech concurred and stated she thought it was in the SWA’s best interest to maintain 

control of all operations. 

 

Committee Chairman Jones asked the Committee if they would agree to report to the Board that 

as far as the SWA work force groups, it was found that the work groups were as good as they could 

be at this time; that staff would continue to research and review them; and that the Committee did 

not see a need for any changes at this time. Both Committee Members Creech and Hughes agreed. 

 

Employee Recognition – Mrs. Powell reviewed the employee recognition groups which begin at 

5 years of service and increases with each 5 years of service through 30 years of service.  She 

stated that a new 30-year recognition program was developed this past year. 

 

Mr. Knight stated there had been discussion by some Board Members to consider instituting a 

retirement recognition program.  Mrs. Powell stated in the past the SWA did recognize retiring 

employees; however, that program had ended several years ago.  After general discussion, the 

Committee agreed to reinstate the retiree recognition program whereby employees with more than 

20 years of service would be recognized with a certificate. 

 

Mrs. Powell advised the Committee that there would be a surprise retirement drop-in next week 

for an employee retiring with 22 years of service. 

 

Diversity Update – Mrs. Powell reviewed with the Committee information that had been 

presented to the Recycling & Corporate Affair Committee in September 2020 that reviewed the 

SWA’s hiring process. She reviewed with the Committee the various outlets utilized to advertise 

open positions.  

 

Ms. Creech asked if the SWA could advertise on the County’s public access channel.  Mrs. Murphy 

explained that the County’s public access channel pulls the job vacancy notices from their own 

website, therefore, it would not be possible to run SWA job vacancies on their channel.   

 

Mr. Hughes commented that he believed working with the Whittemore Community Magazine 

would offer the biggest circulation on getting the word out about job openings.  He commented 

there could be several reasons why the SWA did not receive applications, to include people not 

interested in solid waste or some people hearing negative comments about the SWA.  Mr. Hughes 

said it was his desire that the SWA advertises to all markets as economically as possible.  

Discussion ensued regarding speaking with school groups regarding future careers in the solid 

waste industry.   
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Bidding and Contracting Rules & Regulations – Mr. Knight informed the Board that at the next 

Board Meeting, Mrs. Bitting would be presenting information on the bidding process.  He 

commented that staff would be recommending making changes to the appeal process.  

 

Chairman Jones commented that he personally would not be comfortable until the bid process was 

reviewed and approved by an attorney stating this was the best and safest way for the SWA to 

operate.  He commented that he did not think it was fair to have staff make this determination.  

Chairman Jones indicated he would prefer a legal opinion and commented he wanted to know of 

any problems with the process before they occur.  Ms. Creech concurred.  General discussion 

ensued regarding the SWA’s current bid process that utilizes a third-party company to oversee the 

process.  Mr. Knight stated the SWA’s bidding process is pretty much in line with the County’s.   

 

Ms. Creech agreed with Mr. Jones and stated she believed that an attorney needed to review the 

process, especially as it pertains to ethics.  The group discussed the State Ethics Law and how it 

pertained to employees/Board Members and the bidding process.  Mr. Knight stated Section 1(C) 

of the SWA Bylaws states: “No member shall participate in a hearing or decision of the Board 

upon any manner in which he/she would be in violation of the South Carolina Ethics Act in doing 

so.  In the event of such disqualification, said Board Member will take such actions as directed by 

the South Carolina Ethics Act.”  He commented the SWA has taken the same approach as many 

other counties.   

 

Chairman Jones reiterated that he believed a legal opinion should be sought on this matter.  He 

again stated he did not think staff should be required to make this decision on their own with the 

potential of finding out later that something was done wrong.  Chairman Jones said he was not 

questioning staff’s ability; he just did not believe staff was legally qualified to make this decision.  

Mr. Knight commented that clarification was needed regarding which part of the process/policy 

the Committee wanted a legal opinion on.  Discussion ensued regarding the budget process.  

 

Mr. Knight commented that most county bidding policies are the same, with the biggest difference 

being who within the organization is allowed to bid on a project.  Chairman Jones stated that was 

the reason for the legal opinion.  Mr. Hughes concurred with Mr. Jones and said that issue should 

be clarified by an attorney.  

 

Mr. Hughes moved to recommend to the full Board that a legal opinion be sought on whether 

an employee/Board Member could bid on SWA projects/property.  There was a second by 

Ms. Creech and the Motion passed. 

 

Upper Management – Chairman Jones stated this item pertained to the need to have someone in 

place in preparation of Mr. Knight’s retirement/replacement.  He commented that the Board could 

do nothing or the Board could develop a position to be put in the upcoming budget to employ an 

Assistant Executive Director.  Chairman Jones stated he believed this would be in the best interest 

of the SWA.  Chairman Jones indicated he would like staff to develop a detailed job description 

and recommended salary for this position for the Board’s consideration.  Mr. Hughes stated this 

was a legitimate concern and stated he believed most of the divisions have an assistant director.  

He stated the concern is currently there is no person under Mr. Knight who could step into the 

Executive Director’s position if needed.   Mr. Hughes asked who would be best to develop the job 
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description, the Board or staff?  Ms. Creech commented she believed it would be better to have 

staff develop an initial job description and to then allow the Board to critique it. Mr. Hughes 

concurred and stated staff could provide the Board with a preliminary job description and the 

Board could then include any additional duties they believed the job should include. Chairman 

Jones concurred and stated the preliminary job description should also include a recommended 

salary.  He commented that the process could take some time to ensure the proper person is 

selected. Ms. Creech again recommended that Mr. Knight and staff develop a job description and 

recommended salary for an Assistant Executive Director and that it be bought back to the 

Committee for their consideration and input. 

 

Mr. Hughes moved to seek approval from the full Board to have staff develop an Assistant 

Executive Director job description and that the job description be bought back to the Special 

Projects Committee for review before being presented to the full Board for approval.  There 

was a second by Ms. Creech and the Motion was carried. 

 

Mr. Knight commented depending upon when the position was approved, funding for the position 

may need to be included in the upcoming budget.  The Committee concurred. 

 

Round Table Discussion – There was no Round Table Discussion to come before the Committee. 

 

There being no further business the meeting was adjourned at 12:28 P.M. 

 

 

     

   


